What does Aristotle mean by the claim that good is said in as many senses as being, and how are we to understand the explanatory clause which follows? The usual reading of this passage takes Aristotle to be making one of two claims, depending upon whether the categories are viewed as classifying types of entity or types of predicate: (a) items in all categories have good predicated of them, or (b) good can be predicated in all the categories of predication. In either case, what follow are understood as subjects of exemplary predications. Thus "olov 4o Oek xac o voi5" is elliptical for "olov 6o Oe6 xoXt 4 voiu &yCXO6q ?arLIv," in which good is (a) predicated of a substance, God and intelligence, or (b) predicated in the first category of some entity, namely God and intelligence. (I am throughout understanding "God and intelligence" as a hendiadys). Similarly, "occ aiperot" is elliptical for "oML aperoL MyYOodL da[v,' in which good is (a) predicated of a quality, or (b) predicated in the category of quality of some entity, and so on. It is such a reading which is found in most translations of the passage in question. I quote here only two: Further, since 'good' has as many senses as 'being' (for it is predicated both in the category of substance, as Secondly, the term "good" has as many meanings as the word "is": it is used to describe substances, e.g., divinity and intelligence are good; qualities, e.g. the virtues are good; quantities, e.g., the proper amount is good; relatedness, e.g., the useful is good; time, e.g., the right moment is good; place, e.g., a place to live is good; and so forth.2 But is this the correct reading of Aristotle's argument? Suppose we understand Aristotle to be claiming (a) that good can be predicated of entities in any category. Why then the peculiar choice of examples in the first category? We also say that men, cabbages, and elephants are good; why couldn't these serve as well as examples of substances of which good is predicated? And why should Aristotle have given examples here, while in the other categories mentioned, he presents what clearly must be taken as explications: "good is predicated of qualities, namely the virtues".
If, on the other hand, we take Aristotle to be arguing (b) that good can be predicated in any category, greater difficulties ensue. "iv rC CL [C'rL] XeyeaOOCL" is Aristotle's normal expression for predication in the first category, where that means predication of an element in a thing's 't ea'T or ou6Lcx. It would follow, then, that "4 Oc xoXL 0 6VOi4 iy(04 eaTLv" is an essential predication -that good is the tL Eart or ouat of God and intelligence.
Were this so, Aristotle's choice of God and inteHigence would become explicable. But it is impossible, just for the reasons set forth in this passage, that good should be the T'l ?iTt or oUacLcx of anything. One important and central consequence of the categorical diversity of being is that there is no entity whose essence it is to be: "'rop 3'eVaL oix o4aLx o68vVL o6 y&p y'vo4 To 'v." (Posterior Analytics II, 6, 92b13) Similarly, because good is not a genus, as the discussion in question is meant to show, it is impossible that it should be the re aTn or ouaLo of anything. Even if we were to allow the possibility that good might constitute the essence or part of the essence of an entity, we should still have difficulty with the passage. For if anything looks like a case of essential predication, "virtue is good" does, or "the right amount is good". But in that case, the point is lost, for then these are not predications in other categories at all, but eV 'cd 't.
The implausibility of either reading is made clearer by attention to the language of the passage. For if Aristotle is presenting what are the subjects of predications in the various categories, we should expect to find a different construction. Aristotle's meta-descriptions of predication usually take the form: predicate in the nominative followed by "XiyeaOa" or "xcT-jyopFoZaOoa" followed by "xoct&" followed by subject in the genitive. We should therefore expect to find not "o70v o What the language of the passage appears instead to suggest is that God and intelligence, the virtues, etc., are meant not to be subjects, but rather to be predicates. But how are we to understand this? It will help to pay closer attention to the claim that good is said "'LaozW4 lxj 6vrL," for the passage will become clearer if we see predication of the good in strict analogy with predication of being.
The doctrine of the categories is just the claim that TO' O6v 7VzC-
x6yeTaL. In making this claim, Aristotle is not primarily claiming that being is predicated of many kinds of things, but that many kinds of being are predicated of entities, or that being is predicated in many senses, just as many as there are categories. "xA' ocaur 8e A, 7, 1017a22) . When I say that Socrates is a man, this is to predicate of him a certain kind or sense of being, being what he is. When I say that he is cultured, this is to predicate of him another kind or sense of being, being a certain quality, and similarly, when I say that he is five feet tall, or in the Lyceum, or has his shoes off, etc.
(Metaphysics
"Socrates has his shoes off" is an interesting case, for it is not immediately obvious that this is an instance of predicating being. It is clear, however, that we could rephrase this as "Socrates is barefoot," so that the respect in which we have a predication of being becomes apparent. Aristotle makes just this point following the passage I have (Metaphysics A, 7, 1017 a27 ) What this shows is that it is possible in Greek as in English to predicate being without explicitly using the verb "JvaL" or "to be." Thus to say "Socrates is a man" is to predicate being in the category of rL ?artC, to say "Socrates is cultured" is to predicate being in the category of 7tOLoV, and to say "Socrates walks" is equally to predicate being (in the category of noLetv) even though no explicit use is made of the verb "to be." It is equally possible to predicate good of items without any explicit use of the locution "is good." And this fact lies behind Aristotle's point in the Ethics. To say of something that it is virtuous or is a virtue is a way of predicating good, relative to the category of quality. Similarly, to say that something is at the right time, or is in the right amount, or is in its proper place, is to ;say it is good relative, respectively, to time, quantity, and place.
We may now understand the nature of Aristotle's argument in the Ethics. He begins by claiming that good, like being, is predicated in many categories, that is, that there are many ways of being good. He then gives examples of predicates which are (disguised) means of predicating good in each of the categories. To say of God and intelligence that it is God and intelligence is to predicate ev w-, -, for in doing so we state what something is. At the same time, however, it is to predicate good of God and intelligence. For God is the best kind of substance one can be, and thus in stating what God is, one is also predicating good of him. It is not, however, that good is what God is; what he is is God, but that's a good thing to be. Similarly, when we say that Socrates is courageous, we predicate ev tj7Mi, but we also predicate good of him. For being courageous or being virtuouis in general is a good way to be; courage and virtue in general, that is, are good qualities. The same analysis applies in each of the other categories. The instances that Aristotle gives, then, are not the subjects of exemplary predicative statements, but rather the predicates of such statements. They make clear that the multivocity of "good" is exhibited not only in the fact that many sorts of things may be said to be good, but more in the fact that predicates of radically different type are in fact disguised means of predicating the good in radically different senses.
